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Chapter 1 - Introduction

Purpose and Need
The existing John Day Resource Managcmcnt  Plan (RMP)
does not provide a framework suitable for the disposal and
exchange of various parcels of public land in Grant
County. It also does not address various land tenure
situations that have arisen since its completion in 1985.

The purpose of this plan amendment is to expand, clarify
and strengthen the management direction for land tenure
adjustments in Grant County to adequately meet specific
standards outlined in the Federal Land Policy and Managc-
mcnt Act (FLPMX) for making land ownership adjust-
ments of particular parcels of public land to serve  the
national interests.

The plan amendment will provide management guidance
in areas such as:

. which lands contain important public rcsourcI:
values that should be retained or acquired;

* where ownership adjustment opportunities exist
to increase and/or improve resource values;

l eliminating adminisuativc  incflicicncy  of
scattcrcd public land containing less Important
resource values.

Upon completing the plan amendment, rcsourc:  decisions
from the existing RMP will apply to all projects involving
land ownership adjustments.

Since the John Day RMP was completed, there has been
increased demand from the public for acquiring public
land and/or exchanging private land for public land. There
have been requests for public land to accommodate  such
things as recreation and public purposes and community
needs. The need to respond to these requests and opportu-
nities for land ownership adjustment, necessitates complet-
ing this plan amendment.

Land ownership adjustments, whether  they involve an
exchange, sale or acquisition of private land, have varying
cffccts  on the multitude of resources available for public
use. Every project  must be assessed on a caseby-cast
basis and cannot be specifically examined or analyzed  in
this publication. This Plan AmcndmcntlEA  may best be
described as a programmatic statcmcnt  concerning land
tenure in the plan amendment area; however. it dots
consider seven exchanges which have been proposed and
are described in Appendix B.

It is very important to realize that the BLM’s overall intent
and responsibility arc to retain and manage the public
lands for the benefit of the American people. Throughout
this document continual reference to land disposal may
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lcad one to helicvc otherwise. Although FLI’MA  does
mandate  the retention of the public lands, it a!so prov~dcs
cxccptions for disposal under very specri‘ic iircurnstanccs.
Tl11j  planning document is designed to address those
~\~cpLlorls.

About the Area
This portion of the BLM Central Oregon Resource Area
;ont;tins approximately 182,Oo  acres of public land
located in Grant County, Oregon (see Map 1). ‘Ihe
rcsourcc  area  is bordcrcd on the north and east by the Vale
BL\I District, on the west by Crook and Wheclcr Counties
and on the south by the Bums BLM District.

This proposed amendment wrll update the origina!  John
Day Resource Management Plan completed in 1985. The
1985 Plan makes land use allocations and provides
management direction for the BLM-administcrcd  rc-
>our;:‘s.  Only decisions relating to land tenure  XdJlist-
mcnts ~111  be affected by this proposed amcndmcnt. A11
other decisions in the 198.5 Plan will remain unchanged.

Rssourccs found on these public lands include important
wildlife habitats, including threatened or endangered
species habitats, significant riparian and ‘water  resources
and fish habitats; important river re!atcd  and upland
recreation opportunities; commercial forest lands, livc-
stock grazing as well as cultural resources. There are also
Congressionally-designated wild and scenic rivers and two
(2j wilderness study areas.

The Planning Process
This document presents a proposed amcndmcnt to the John
Day RMP  and analyzes associated environmental consc-
qucnccs.  Initial steps of the plan amendment included the
identification  of issues and the dcvclopmcnt  of planning
L’ritzria  (see Chapter 2). Issues were  identified through
public comments and focused on concerns and needs, as
we!! as opportunities for rcsourcc use, cnhanccment  and
protection. Planning criteria were  based on BLXI’s  policy
and guidance, applicable law, the results of public parti<i-
patinn,  and coordination with other federai  agcncics and
st3tc  and local govemmcnts.

The preliminary issues, draft planning criteria and possibl:
altcmatives  were identified in the planning ncwslcttcr
d:llcd  January 3, 199-l. This scoping pr-occss ‘was intcnd<d
to obtain suggestions, concerns and cornmcnts from the
public on possible issues. criteria and altcrnativ~cs  to
m:inagcmcnt.

Conformance and Consistency
‘l‘hc  four altcmativcs  discussed in Chapter 2 of this
document have varyrng dcgrces of conformance  and
consistency with existing land use plans.

A! BLM plannmg and major actions arc coorriinatcd with
ot!lcr federal, state and loc‘a!  government agcncics. In this
way, potential conflicts arc avoided and maximum
consrstcncy  with affected agency land use plans is accom-
plished. For cxarnple,  coordination with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Scrvicc (crSF&WS)  is rcquircd by the BLM
planning regulations  and guided by a 1986 National Level
~lcmorandurn  of Understanding. AI! BLM planning and
major resource management actions are coordinated with
the State of Oregon. Planning is also coordinated with
county courts and/‘or  county planning departments,  as well
as incorporated cities.

This plan amcndmcnt is consistent.  insofar as is possible,
with rcsourcc rclutcd  plans officially, spprovcd  or adopted
by state and local agencies and with plans, policies and
programs of fcdicrai laws and regulations. The comprehen-
sive plans for Grant County and applicable cities have
been  acknowledged by the Oregon Land Conservation and
Dcvclopment  Commission and arc in conformance with
statcwidc  planning goals and objectives. Proposed BLM
land uses are compatible with county pian  guidelines  for
the various zone classifications. The ownership adjust-
mcnt of small parcels of public land would not violate
county pisns bccausc the new owners would still be
subject to county zoning :cquircmcnts.  In a similnr
manner, new landowners would need county approval for
new nonconforming or excepted land uses.

Relationship of the Preferred
Alternative  and Other
Alternatives to Indian Tribal
Interests
Four tribal govcrnmcnts  maintain traditional interests for
certain public lands in the planning arcas addrcsscd in the
Princvillc  District RMPs (Two Rivers, Brothcrs/LaPinc
and John Day). Included arc lands ceded to the U.S.
Covcrnrncnt  by uiba! govcmmcnts  of the Confcdcratcd
Tribes 01’ the Warm Springs Rcscrvation,  The Klamath
Tribes and the Confcdcratcd l‘rrbcs  of thc Cmatilla  Indian
Rcscrvation  in ratified trcatics. .Also inclutictl  arc I~nds  01
traditional interest to the Burns Paiute for which no trcatics
u’erc  ratil.icd.  Treaty rights provide for off-reservation
hunting, fishing, gathering  and graling activitrc‘s  by U’arm
Springs and Urnatilla tribes.
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The heritage-related interests oi contemporary Xmerican
Indians include the protection of Indian burials and
archaeological sites, as well as the perpetuation of tradi-
tional practices. Federal legislation and Departmental
policy recognizes that federal land-managing agencies
have a continuing responsibility to honor the terms of the
trcatics  and to protect the rights of Indian Nations, as we!1
as the resource that provides for those nghts.

Xkmoranda  of Understanding (MOUs)  have been  devel-
oped between the Bureau oi Land Management and the
Confederated Tribes of Umatilla (one has been initiated,
but not yet signed, with the Confcderatcd  Tribes of Warm
Springs) regarding the appropriate level and timing ior
consultation that may be required by the Archaeological
Resources Protection Act of 1979, the National Historic4
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and the National
Environmental Protection Act of 1969. That is, the BLM
will consult with the appropriate tribal representatives in
the earliest stages of project or activity planning that may
affect tribal interests. MOCs will also be pursued with the
Bums Paiute and The Klamath Tribes.

Ongoing Public Participation
The public will have a continuing opportunity to partici-
pate in the Plan Amendment  EA process. Written com-
ments are rcquestcd from those reviewing this document.
Records of public involvement activities, correspondence
and results are summarized in Appendix A.

Requirements for Further
Environmental Analysis
Under any of the four alternatives, the public lands in the
plan amendment area would be managed under existing
statutes and BLM resource allocations and directions in
the existing  land use plans. Except for the seven proposed
land exchanges, all subsequent land ownership adjust-
ments would involve additional public participation with
approprlatc  notification through the Federal Register,
news media and letters to affected and interested parties.
The seven proposed exchanges analyzed in this document
will be exceptions since this Plan AmcndmcnfiA  and
applicable rcf;rcnced documents provide for public
participation and environmental analysis on those affected
lands.

Following the completion of the plan amendment, al-
though a land ownership adjustment may be in conform-
ance with existing iand use plan;,  .: ;:tc-specific environ-
mental analysis (including categorical exclusion where
appropriate) would continue to be required for newly
proposed projects.



public and private lands through application of a
good neighbor policy. The BLM will work iloscly
with both county and city enuties  to identify tracts
important to them and will cooperate  in an attempt
to meet local government needs.

3I. Lands will be acquired, sold or exchanged in
accordance with FLPMA and other applicable
fcdcral laws and regulations to provide for more
efficient management of the public and private
lands. Public lands identified for possible salt or
exchange will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis
according to the criteria out!incd under Criteria for
Land Ownership Adjustment in this document. XII
land tenure adjustment transactions u III be based
on equal values as determined by fair market value
appraisals. The BLM acknowledges the county
government concern about these transactions
reducing the tax base and will remain sensitive to
this issue when considering any land tenure
adjustment transaction.

3.

-4.

Public lands will be managed for the protection and
enhancement of state and federal sensitive, threat-
ened or endangered plant and animal species. till
known or potential habitat of these species will bc
evaluated prior to implementing actions which ma>
affect them. Consultation in accordance with
Section 7 of the Endangered  Spccics Act will bc
conducted ils appropriate.

To ensure that cultural resources receive appropri-
ate consideration, all public lands proposed for
disposal will be inventoried for cultural resources.
Tract?  with resources present will cithcr be cvalu-
atcd for National Register eligibility (National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amcndcd and
E.O. 11593, 1971) or dropped from :onsidcration
for disposal. Lands with sites eligible for the
Register will not be disposed of without advcrsi:
impacts having been satisfactorily mitigated.

5. Private inholdings which are acquired within
Wilderness Study Arcas (WSASJ will bt: managed
consistent  with BL.Ll’s Wildcmcss  Intcrm 4lar1-
agemcnt  Policy (IMP). Congress dcsignatcs  arc35
3s wilderness or decides they arc unsuitable for
designation. Current IMP guidance proh1bit.s
disposal of public lands withln WS&.

6. Consistency with county zoning regulations 2nd
land use plans and other federal agency land LIQ
plans will be mainraincd pur>uant  to Dcp:irtmcnt  of
Interior regulations and BLM policy.

7. The BLM recognizes that the public lands are an
importint  present and future source of the Nation’s
mineral rind energy resources. In order to maintain
the availability of the public land as a source of
mineral and energy rcsourccs. areas with high
locatable mineral potential will normally be
rctaincd in public ownership. Howcvcr, as with
any rcsourcc, tradeoffs may occur when evaluating
rhc public bcncfit  of acquiring or disposing of lands
involved in land tenure adjustments.

8. In order to conserve scarce habitats and meet
biodiversity goals, the habit(lt  types limited in
availability due to natural or management causes,
such as old-growth forests, riparian and wetland
habitat, will be acquired whenever possible. When
desiring to exchange out of these types of habitat,
equal acreage of selected and offered lands will be
the dcsircd goal. However, if less acres of habitat
arc oifcred which will bcttzr block up public lands
or if habitat, Threatened, Endangered or other
special species can be acquired, the equal acrcagc
standards may be modified to allow tlexibility.

The Zone Concept
X three-zone concept is being used to categorize the public
lands for all forms of retention, disposal and exchange.
The three-zone  concept was utilized in the other approved
RYps  in the Prineville District, per Oregon/Washington
policy. Alternatives I, 2 and 3 incorporate the zone
concept and would permit the BLM to make ownership
adjustments within the plan amendment area. The zone
proposals by alternative arc delineated on Maps 2, 3 and 4.

Zone 1 lands are public lands with high resource values.
Public land *ithin  zone 1 will be retained in public
ownership, although they may be traded for other land
within zone 1 having higher public value. Private land
within ~onc  1 is generally considcrcd desirable for
acquisition, however each tract will be cvaluatcd on a
c:nc-by-case busts.

Zone 2 lands may bc scattcrcd and isolated, or found in
large  blocks. Some tracts arc low in public value and
others contain  high public values. They will gcncrally  be
rclruncd but may be cxchangcd  for lands with higher
public values within the Lone or In other zones. Each tract
.)i public land considcrcd  for dispcjsul  will bc cvaluatcd on
;i cat-by-cdsc  basis.

Zone 3 lands arc public lands which are frapmenlcd  or
jcattcrcd and generally  lack public access. They are
potentially  su~tablc I’or disposal through transfer to another
~gcncy, exchange  or public sale. It should be noted that in
most CXCS,  public sale WIII not be used for disposal ot



Alternative 2

Of the four alternatives,  this alternative has the greatest
amount of land within Zone 1 and least amount within
Zone 3 (see >Llap 3). Public land within Zone 1 would be
retained.  Exchanges from Zone 2 to Zone 1 or from Zone 3
to Zones 1 or 2 would be considcrcd. Exchanges within
zones would also be considered. No public hand  other than
those identified in the immediate vicinity of John Day
would  be offered for sale. Acquisition of private lands
which have important resource values within Zone 1 and 2
would be emphasized. Under this alternative public lands
in the Dixie Creek area would be retained in federal
ownership.

Alternative 3

Of the four alternatives, this is the preferred alternative
(XC  .Llap  4j. It combines resource value protection with
land exchange and disposal, and best represents the
combined comments received from the public during the
X-day comment period. Every zone has received some
modification to adapt it to the comments received and to
balance the broad range of interests involved.

Public lands within Zone 1 would be retained or cx-
changed for lands of high resource value within Zone 1.
Acquisition of private lands which have impor’umt  rc-
source values within Zones 1 and 2 would bc emphasized,
although some land in the immediate vicinity of John Day
would still be considered for sale. The prcferrcd method
of disposal of all other tracts would be by exchange.

Public land in the Dixie Creek area would be rctaincd in
federal ownership. Under Section 204 of Public Law 94.
579, Oct. 21, 1976 (Federal Land Policy and Management
Act), the “Small Tract” located in T. 12 S., R. 33 E.,
Section 14 would be reclassified and withdrawn from
mineral entry to be used as an outdoor classroom for forest
practices and environmental education by the Prairie City,
John Day and Canyon City schools. The Dixie Creek
drainage would be designated as Prairie City’s municipal
ivatcrshed  and the “Small Tract” could bc used as a water
quality monitoring site by both the BLM and Prairie City
in addition to its use as an outdoor classroom.  The
possibility of this site being leased by Grant County unditr
!hc Rccrcation and Public Purpose Act would also bc
considered under this altemativc.

Alternative 3

Under  this altcrnativc  the existing land 11s;~  plan would not
be amcndcd. (This is the No-Action Altcmativc.)  Land
cxchangc proposals would gcncrally  not bc possible ;~nc;’
the current land use plan does not specifically  identity

sufficient public land for disposal to make land exchanges
a real possibility. Additionally, the existing plan does not
operate on the zone system and therefore does not identify
high value public land to retain or private land to acquire.
Under this plan the Prineville District has not pursued  land
cxchangcs  and would not in the future.

No action would be taken on the “Small Tract” near Dixie
Creek under this alternative and it would remain with-
drawn from mineral entry under the Small Tract Act.

There was considerable public comment regarding the
Dixie Creek drainage. Comments  ranged from requests
for the sale and disposal of the Ophir Millsite, to making it
an outdoor classroom for the schools of Prairie City, John
Day and Canyon City. Prairie City also requested that the
drainage be designated  and managed as a watershed  for
their city. Conscqucntly, you will see these issues ad-
dressed  in each of the four altcmatives.

Criteria for Land Ownership
Adjustment
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
and other federal laws, Executive Orders and policies
suggest criteria for use in evaluating public land for
retention or disposal and for identifying acquisition
priorities. This list is not considcrcd all inclusive, but
represents the major factors to be considcrcd. They
include:

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

1

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

Areas within National Wild and Scenic River or
State Scenic Waterway Boundaries;
Thrcatcncd  or endangered or sensitive  plant and
animal habitat;
Fish habitat and riparian arcas;
Nestingbrccding  habitat for game animals;
Key big-game seasonal habitat:
Developed recreation  sites and rccrcation  access;
High visual resources;
Arcas conutining  scicnlific  value;
Energy  and mineral potential;
Significant cultural rcsourccs  and sites  eligible for
inclusion on the National Rcgistcr of Historic Places;
W’ildcrncss  and areas being studied  for wilderness;
Accessibility of the land for public uses;
Amount of public investments in facilities  or
inipro:,: mcnts and the potcntizl  for rccovcring  those
iJli’CSIIJlCI11S:

Dil‘iiculty  or cost of administration (managcabilityj:
Stiiutbility  of the land for managcmcnt  by another
f<tlcral  agency:
Sigrlil‘ic:lJlcc  o f  ihi: decision i n  sUbitiLing husincss,

social 2nd <conornic  conditions. and/or lifcstylcs;
Encrirnbr:inc:s, including but not limited to. with-

a



Table 1 - Alternative Comparison

Management I.s.sues

Retention of Public land emphasized - Zones 1 & 2

Retention of Public land emphasized - Zone 3

Emphasize exchange opportunities - Zones 1 & 3

Land Sales possible in Zone 1

Land Sales possible in Zone 2

Land Sales possible in Zone 3

Exchange for acquisition of private holdings
with important resource values emphasized

1

N O

s o

N O

N O

Yes

Yes

N O

Alternative

2 3
(Prcfcrrcd)

YCS Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

N O No

No Yes but not
emphasized

John Day Yes but no
area only emphasized

Yes Yes

4
(No Action)

N O

Yes

N O

N O

Limited

Limited

N O

drawais, rights-of-way or existing leases or permits;
l Consistency with cooperative agreements and plans

or policies of other agencies; and
l Suitability (need for change in land ownership or

use) for purposes including, but not limited to,
community expansion or economic development,
such as industrial, residential or agricultural (other
than grazing) development.

These land ownership adjustment criteria will be consid-
ered in land reports and environmental analyses prepared
for specific adjustment proposals.

Transfers to other public agencies will be considcrcd
where improved management efficiency would result.
Minor adjustments involving sales or exchanges or both,
may be permitted based on site specific application of the
land ownership  adjustment  criteria.

Generally speaking, the BLbl will be looking to acquire
tracts with high public values that block up the land it
manages, improves public access, cnhanccs management
opportunities for forest and ald growth managcmcnt,
riparian  and anadrornous fish habitat, wildlife manage-
ment, improves recreational opportunitlcs  for the public  or
acquires into public owncrshlp lands with other dctcr-
mined public values. Each exchange will be cvaluat~d 2nd

srioritizcd on the basis of the n;:t ~sin in public and natural
resource values. Mineral resources will also be evaluated
in every disposal action and the BLM will strive to avoid
creating “split-estate” situations where the surface and
subsurface are owned by different parties.

Habitat types limited in availability (such a~ old growth
forest, riparian  and wetlands) will be acquired whenever
possible with the goal of maintaining landscape scale
habitat diversity. When necessary to exchange out of these
types of habitat, equal acreage of selected and offered
lands will normally be the desired goal. However. if less
acres of habitat are offcrcd  which will better block up
public lands or if habitat for officially designated Threat-
ened. Endangered  or other special  status species can be
acquired. the equal acreage stand~d may bc modified to
allow flexibility.

Each cxchnngc  proposal will also be evaluated on the b;isis
of its socio-economic  impacts to Grant County, the region
and the Stitc of Oregon. Whllc ail exchange transactions
arc completed on an equal value basis as determined  by
Fair Market Value appraisals, it will be the goal of the
BL.‘vl to minimiLe the impact of each land tcnurc adjust-
ment on the county tax base. Acquired lands would bc
managed so as to bc consictcnt  with pertinent fcdcral and
sutc laws such as the National Wild and Sccnlc  RIvcrs  Acl
and [tic Oregon State Scenic  Waterways Act.
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The above outlines the general goals of the exchange
program, but each proposal will be evaluated on its own
merits. The criteria outlined above are not intended to
emphasize one resource over another. The value of each
criterion is considered both individually and as a part of
the entire impact of the land ownership adjustment.
Flexibility in assessing the value of all the resources is
mandatory to ensure that the best  decisions are made.

To bc sold, public land must meet the following disposal
criteria derived from the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act:

l such land is difficult and uneconomrcal to manage as
part of the public lands, and is not suitable for
management by another federal department or
agency: or

- such land was acquired for a specific purpose and is
no longer required for that or any other federal
purpose; or

l disposal of such land will serve important public
objectives that cannot be achieved prudently or
feasibly on land other than public land, and these
objectives outweigh other public objectives and
values that would b-e served by maintaining such
land in federal ownership.

Generally, exchanges are the preferred method of disposal
but sales will be utilized when:

l it is required by nations1 policy:
. it is required to achicvc disposal objectives on a

timely basis, and where disposal through exchange
would cause unacceptable delays;

l the level of intcrcst in B specific tr a c t indicates that
competitive bidding is desirable for reasons of
fairness;

l disposal through exchange is not fcasiblc; and
l the criteria in Section 206  of FLPMA area met.

The preferred method of selling public land will be
competitive bidding at public auction to qualified
purchasers. However, modified competitive bidding
procedures may be used when there is no legal
public access to a tract, when necessary to avoid
jeopardizing an existing use on adjacent land, or to
avoid dislocation of existing public land users.

Public land may be sold by direct sale at fair market value
when the criteria in Section 206  of FLPMA are met
and:

l such land is needed by state or local governments;
. direct sale is needed to protect equities arising from

authorized use;
l direct salt is needed to resolve inadvertent, unautho-

rized use; or
l there is only one adjacent landowner and no legal

public access.
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Cultural/Pal
Resources

eontologicai

Prehistory/History

The majority of public lands in the planning area arc
concentrated along the John Day River, especially the
Main Stem between Spray and Dayville, the South Fork
and to a lcsscr  degree, the North Fork. Minor conccntra-
tions of public land occur around Canyon City, Dixie
Creek and the Cottonwood Creek area near Xlonumcnt.
Much of the land administered by the BLM is of a type not
necessarily conducive to high probability for significant
prehistoric habitation or use.

Archaeologically speaking, little formal study has occurred
on these lands. Currently available information comcx
from project specific surveys, which arc not extensive.
The majority of known prehistoric sites occurs on public
lands along the South Fork. Here are found a wide range
of sites including rockshelters, house pit village sites,
surface lithic flake/tool scatters, pictographs and rock
features. Most of these, however, arc not found along the
river corridor, but arc associated with secondary drainugcs
away from the river. The Main Stem bctwecn Spray  and
Dayville also exhibits some prehistoric use. At least  one
surface lithic flake/tool scatter, a rockshcltcr and a com-
;icx of pictogrsphs are known to 0~~~.^-‘r .uithi:l  &c ;:‘jcr
corridcr. Recent surveys on the John Dzy Fossil Beds
National Monument  have revealed additiona! discovcrics,
but the exact nature of these are not known. One small
house pit village is known to occur within the river
corridor on the North Fork.

An ethnographic overview of the planning unit rc\ceals  that
the composition of occupation by Indian groups has
changed through time. Prior to 1530,  the region was
primarily occupied by the Northcm Paiute, with some USC

by Sahaptian-speaking  groups. It was only after this
period,  due to the introduction of Lhe horse,  firearms and
disease, that the Sahaptian-speaking  groups fspccificully
Umatilla, Cayusc and Tenino)  wcrc able to displace the
Northern Paiute and occupy the arca on a more  rcguiar
basis. However, thcrc  arc indications that occupation of
the upper  John Day country was dynamic, cshlbiting
varying dcgrccs of utili;l;ltion  by both the Northcm P:uutc
and the Sahaptian-speaking  groups during this pcr~od.

The signing of the Treaty of 1855  with 01~  Irldian~  01
Miiitilc  Oregon caused this cntirc arca to t‘aii within Ihc
ceded  boundaries of what is now known as [hc C,)nl‘cdcr-
atcd Tribes of the Warm Springs Rcscr\aric)n.  The trc:aty
provided cxclus~vc rights for fishing “in \trcafris running
through and bordering said reservation .,. Jnd at .lli other
usual 2nd  accustomed  srXion.; iii common ‘.\ 101  illl/:ris  01’

thi: United States...” It also allowed for “the privilege of
huntmg,  gathering roots and berries, and pasturing their
stock on unclaimed lands, in common with citizens...”
T’hat <ame  year, a similar treaty was negotiated with the
Walla  Walla,  Cayuse,  etc. Indians, which are now known
as the Cont’cdcrated  Tribes of the L’matilla  Reservation.
These groups were also afforded the .same rights and
privileges on ceded lands which include only a small
portion of the North Fork John Day River. However, both
the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs and Umatllla
consider much of this area a usual and accustomed joint
USC ‘ire;l.La

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatills  are .said to have
information indicating that they have an extensive array of
documented usual and accustomed sites for fishing,
hunting, camping, root digging, berry picking and other
cultural and traditional uses. The Confederated Tribes of
the Warm Springs are said to have pursued “usual and
uccusromcd” activities in this area as well. This oificc,
howcvcr. has no information on l?le for any particular
locations currently being used by members of either
reservation.  Each tribe will be consulted during the
formulation stage of an exchange.
Gold mining is historically important to the upper John
Day River basin. It wz the discovery of gold in the 18605
that promoted settlement of the area, espcciaily  at Dayviilc
and Prairie City. The Dixie Creek area exhibits the most
l;isih!c  !-I-;:ur:s  of this znd later mining arcas  on RLM-
administered lands in this region. Gotcha,  lailings, ;1uits

and coilapscd  structures  dot the landscape in this location.
.Accompanying the influx of miners were folks with a
variety of supporting skills, most notable being farming/
ranching and timber/milling. These activities over the past
100 years have left the most enduring imprint on the lands
of this region. Another  future associated with the earl)
devclopmcnt  of the region is the travel corridor. Examples
include The Dallcs  !vIilitary  Wagon Road and the Yrcka-
Canyon City Wagon Road.

Paleontology

Palcontological  rcsourccs within this region  arc scattcrcd,
vuricd  and, In many instances, significant. Vcrtcbrarcs,
Invertebrate and borunical  fossils occur primarily in the
cwc<tcrn  half o!‘ the region. The most significant  arca for
vcrtcbratc fossils is undoubtedly  found along the John Da)
River bctwccn Kimberly  and Dayvillc. In this stretch  arL‘
l’ocsllil’~rous  cxposurcs  hclonglng  to the John Day, ~l~~sc:~~i
.~nd  Rattlcsnakc  Formations -which cover the last 30
million years.  The Sheep Rock Unit  of :hc John Da)
Fossil Beds National ,Monumcnt  is also located  within this
arca. BL,‘v/I Iands adjacent  to the NatIonal  Xlonurncnt  ari’
known to have ;LS good as, II" non bcttcr  1’o~11  rcsourccs,
howcvcr BL>I has not conducted  a palcontological
Inventory 01  public Ian& in this arca.  The palcontologi>l
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from the National Park Service regularly assists with the
management of fossils on these lands as part of an intcr-
agency agreement.

The South Fork of the John Day, especially the northern
portion, is another area that has the potential for significant
vertebrate  fossil resources. Little work has been con-
ducted in this area. Lands south of Monument also contsin
iossiliferous exposures which are receiving study and may
prove to be another significant source of vertebrate fossils.

South of the John Day River between Dayvillc and John
Day is a location of the botanical fossils belonging to the
Mascall  Formation. This appears to be important as an
example of flora for this particular period. In the upper
stretch of the South Fork, near Izee, are fossil marine
invertebrate localities. Some work has been done in this
area, but these do not appear to be particularly significant.

Recreation/Visual Resources
Three developed recreation sites are situated on public
lands in the planning area. These include the Lone Pine
and Big Bend Campgrounds and the Monument Recreation
Site.

Opportunities for undeveloped camping and picnicking
exist in numerous areas throughout the planning area.
Iiunting,  fishing, horseback riding, hiking and sightseeing
opportunities exist on much of the public lands. The
mixed private and federal land ownership pattern, how-
ever, limit these recreational opportunities in many areas.

A National Backcountry  Byway parallels the South Fork
John Day River between Dayville and the Malheur
National Forest. This route provides numerous sightseeing
opportunities. An interpretive pian  is currently being
developed. In addition, the route provides vehicle access
to the Murderer’s Creek Wildlife Management Arca,
cooperatively managed by BLM and Oregon Dept of Fish
B Wildlife, providing opportunities for hunting, fishing
and wildlife watching.

Three State Scenic Waterway segments,  the North Fork,
South Fork and Middle Fork John Day River arc locutcd  in
the planning area. Sightseeing, fishing and camping
opportunities exist along these rivers. Rafting opportuni-
ties can be found on the North Fork John Day River during
high flows. The South Fork John Day River :s a fcdcrally-
tlcsignatcd Wild and Scenic River between Smokcy Creek
and the Malhcur National Forest.

Public lands adjacent to the John Day Fossil  Reds N;ltion,ll
1lonumcnt.  Sheep Rock L’nit, contribute to ;i@tsecirlg
opportunities and primitive rccrclltional opportunrtlcs. .A

description of the Recreation/Visual Resources involved in
each exchange proposal is discussed  below:

EXCHANGE 1: Recreational opportunities that would be
available  in the offered lands include hunting, hiking,
wiltiliii: wratching  and fishing. The selected land provides
for few, i>r no recreational opportunities  in that they nrc
small scattered tracts completely surrounded by pnvatc
land and consequently have limited or no legal public
XCC.SS.

EXCH.-1NGE  2: The offered lands include several miles
of the ;LIiddle  Fork John Day River. Recreational opportu-
nitics that would be available include fishing, picnicking,
access for boating the river during high flows and scenic
opportunities for vehicle touring. The selected land
provides  for few recreational opportunities in that they
consist mostly of small scattered tracts surrounded by
private land with limited or no legal public access.
Se&ted  lands in T. 7 S., R. 28  E., Section 7, however, are
adjacent to Sational  Forest lands and contribute to some
opportunities for hunting and fishing.

EXCHANGE 3: All of the land offered is located along
the North Fork John Day River. Opportunities would exist
for rafting, fishing, scenic vehicle touring, picnicking and
possibly hunting. In addition, opportunities for dispersed
camping accessed by either vehicle or raft would become
available,.  The selected land offered consists of both tracts
with and without legal access. Recreational opportunities
on selected  lands in the northeast corner of T. 7 S.. R. 30
E. include scenic views, hunting and hiking opportunities.
There are no or few recreational opportunities on the other
tracts as they have limited or no public access.

EXCHANGE  4: The offered land is located on the South
Fork John Day Wild and Scenic River within the
\lurdcrer’s  Creek Wildlife Management Area and along
the South Fork John Day National Backcountry Byway.
Recreational opportunities on the offered land includes
fishing, hunting and scenic vehicle touring. Some addi-
tional dispersed vchiclc  camping would also become
available. The selected land provides for few or no
rccrcational  opportunities  in that it consists of tracts
completely surrounded by private land with no legal public
3cccs.s.

EXCH.~%GE 5: As no land has been offered at this time,
an evaluation cannot be made. Opportunities on the
sclcctcd  t&ml land on the cast line of T. 13 S., R. 25 E.
include  hunting and hiking. These lands arc adjacent  to
.;t:ite lands in the ;Ilurdcrer’s Creek Wildlife Management
Area.  Thcrc arc few or no rccrcztional  opportunities in the
remaining  sclsctcd land due to limited or 110 legal public
:IcccsY.
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EXCIIANGE  6: The bulk of the offcrcd  land is located
along Wall Creek near the North Fork of the John Dal
River. Recreational opportunities on the offered land
include fishing, hunting and scenic vehicle touring. Some
additional dispersed vehicle camping would also bccomc
available. The proximity of the selcctcd lands to the cities
of John Day and Canyon City promote rccrcationai uhcs
such as open space and cvenlng walks. Some hiking and
scenic opportunities are also present. Thcsc opportunities
are somewhat limited by a lack of access on some of the
tXlCt.5.

EXCHANGE 7: Rccrcational opportunities that would bc
available in the offered lands include hunting, hiking,
wildlife watching and fishing. Public ownership 01’ these
tracts would form a larger cohesive unit of public lands
and help to estlblish  a public lands corridor betwecn BLY
lands and the Umatilla National Forest. The scicctcd land
provides for few or no recreational opportunities in that
they are small scattcrcd tracts surrounded by private land
and conscqucntly  have limited or no legal public access.

Wilderness
Two Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs)  are locatcd in the
planning area including the Aldrich Mountrlin  WSA  (9,395
acres) and the Strawberry Mountiin WSAs  (1 ,i49 acrcsj.
The Strawberry Mountain WSAs arc adjacent to the
Strawberry Mountain Wilderness administc--,  : iy :;-,,:
t:alhecr  National Forest. ?ublic  lands in trrr:  5outh ?:t-k
John Day River canyon neighbor the Black Canyon
Wilderness also administered by the Ochoco National
Forest. None of the seven proposed land cxchangcs will
affect any of the designated WSAs.

Social/Economic  Values
The Grant County economic base  is built primarily upon
the ranching and timber industries. Only 11.5  percent of the
total value of gross business actlvlty  in Grant County can
be attributed to visitor expenditures.

John Day and Canyon City form the hub of the business
community in Grant County and as with most rcsourcc-
based  economics the rest  of thcl population is w~dcly
scsttcrcd throughout the rest of the county. Other smailcr
cornmunitics  include Prairie City, Duyvillc, Kimberly and
Monument.

There arc ncariy 182,0(x)  acres 01‘ public land In Grunt
County, most of which arc Icased  for grazmg but aI\o
produce timber for local markcLs.

These communities arc highly dependent on the natural
rcsourcc base available to them and access to thcsc
resources will directly impact their economic  well  being

Forest Resources
The planning arca contains approximately 3 1,383 acres oi
Bureau-administered forest land spread throughout Grant
County. Of these acres, approximately 28,027 acres arc
considered commercial forest land. Commercial forest
land is land which is capable of yielding at least 20  cubic
icet of wood per acre per year.

Approximately 25 pcrccnt of these commercial forest land
acres arc located on scattered and/or isolated parcels of
BLM-administered public land. Isolated refers to small
parcels that lack legal administrative or public access.
There are some large  blocks of BLM-administered forest
land within the area where forest management activities
are ongoing. Private (offered) and public (selected)
commercial forest land acreage included in exchange
proposals i-7 arc summarized in Table 2. The commercial
forest land (CFL) in the area consists primarily of pondc-
rosa pine, Douglas-fir, white fir, western larch (tamarack)
and lodgepole pint. Some of the forest stands contain one
species while other stands consist of a mixture of two,
three,  four or five species. Locations and classifications ot
these  forested lands have been mapped and are available
I.-- .:;‘Ic~N  at BLM’s John Day field office in John Day,
i.,,-CjOl?.

Botanical/Special  Status Plants
Public land within the John Day RMP area conmins
divcrsc habltat  and is home to at lust four special status
plant (SSP) species, all of which are candidates for fcdcral
listing as endangcrcd  or threatened. Another 11 spccics
arc suapcctcd  of occurrlng on BL,Ll land within the R&LIP
area. Table 3 lists those species known or suspcctcd of
occurring on BL,M land within the planning area:

Most of thcsc spccics occur in specialized habitits contriln-
ing endemic soils or other fcaturcs.

LIost arc hstrlg  impacted to some dccrcc  by ongoing
livestock graxlng, timber harvest, mining and other uscs 01’
the land throughout the planning arca.  Only Luim
ccr;wnlina f BL,Cl populations) is found in habitat which IS
not currently  impactcif  by human use.

Where  populations of SSP arc being ncgativcly  impacted
by human activities.  mcasurcs arc tllkcn  IO minlrnllc
unpacts. Dcpcnding on the magnitude of thrcut, locution
:lnd other t‘actors,  protcctlvc mcasurcs such as change 111
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Table 2 - Acres of Commercial Forest Land (CFL) by Exchange Proposal

Exchange # CFL Acres CFL Acres
*I Selected *7 Offered

Acres of CFL
Gain or (Loss)

1 Unspecified
2 202
3 689
4 200
5 173
6 85
7 0

Totals 1350

Unspecified
52
189
20

Unknown
c

;
266

Unknown = 174

Could equalize
(150)
(5@J)
(180)

Probable (loss)
(80)

(9YO)

Table 3. Special Status Plants In The John Day Rmp Area

KSOWN  TO OCCUR ON BL;Cl  LAND

Astragalus diaphanus  KU. diurnus
Luina serpentina
,Mimulus  washingtonensis var. washingtonensis
Thelypodium eucosmum

SUSPECTED OF OCCURRING ON BLXI LAND

Camissonia pygmaea *
Carex hystricina
Cryptantha rostellata
Cymoprerus bipinnatus
Lomatium ravenii
Mimulus  evanescens
Oryzopsis hendersonii
Rorippa columbine
Texosporium sancti-jacobi
Thelypodium howeilii spp. howeilii
Utricularia minor

STATUS*

FC2
FCl
FC2
FC2

srA’rus*

BS
AS
AS
AS
AS
BS
BS
FC2
FC2
AS
AS
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livestock grazing management, fencing and/or intcnsivc
monitoring may be undertaken. Presently, all known
populations of Federal Candidate and Bureau Sensitive
plants are qualitatively monitored every 2-3 years to detect
any adverse changes or threats. Populations appear to be
stable at this time.

Approximately nine percent of the public land tentatively
identified for disposal has been inventoried for the
presence or absence of SSP, mainly portions of exchanges
1 and 5 in association with past timber sales. No SSP were
found or are suspected of occurrmg on these  tracts which
have been inventoried.

Based on known occurrences within the RMP area, there is
a strong possibility that Aslragalus  diaphanus vx. diurnus
would be found on tracts identified for disposal in Ex-
change 4. Mimulus washingtonensis and Thelypodium
eucosmum would be suspected on tracts identified for
disposal in Exchanges 6 and 7.

For tracts identified for acquisition by the federal govern
ment, it is likely that Exchanges 1 and 7 would provide
additional habitat for Mimulus woshingronensis and
Thelypodium eucosmum, and Exchanges 1 and 6 could
provide additional habitat for Mimulus washingtonensis
and Astragalus diaphanus var. diurnus.

Livestock Grazing
The Bureau-administered rangelands  in the plan amend-
ment area arc neariy all grazed by livestock on 143
allotments with approximatciy  5,323  animal unit months
(AUMs).  The livestock arc grazed on public lands that arc
intermingled with private lands.

Grass species along the rivers include blucbunch whcat-
grass (Agropyron spicaium),  basin wildrye (E!ymus
cinereus), Timothy (Phleum pratense), bluegrasscs (P oa
spp.); other shrubs and trees include: wild rose (Ro.ru .cp.),
snowberry (Symphyoricurpos cribus), pondcrosa  pine
(Pinus  ponderosa), juniper (Juniperus .rpp.),  Douglas-fir
(Psuedopsuqa  menziesii), and white fir (Ahies concolor).
On the dryer upland sites,  bluebunch whatgrass  is the
dominant forage.  Other grasses  include Idaho f~scuc
(Fesluca iduhoensis), Sandbcrg’j  bluegrass (Pou .vecundu),
and needle grasses (Slipa spp.). Forbs include yurrow

(Achilieu  miilefolium), buckwheat (Erlogonum  .sp,), luplnc
(Lupinus spp.), and phlox (Phlox UI/).).  Shrub and tree
species include juniper, bitterbrush (Purschia lrideniafa),
basin big sage (Artemisia tridentat),  low sage (Arfemisia
urbuscula). and rabbitbrush (Chrysoihumnus  .sp.). Idaho
fescue is the dominant forage species on the higher
elevation upland sites. Other grasses kre include:
bluebunch wheatgrass, bluegrasses, bottlebrush squlrrcllail
(Siranion hysfrk) and bromes (Bromus spp.). Herbaccous
plant5  include yarrow, indian paintbrush (Castiileja .sp.),
and onion (Ailium  sp.). Trees and shrubs include: sagc-
brush, juniper, bitterbrush, wild rose, snowberry and
Oregon grape (Bcrberis sp.).  Chatgrass  or downy bromc
(Bromus tecforum)  is common throughout all sites.
Woodland sites consist of ponderosa pint, Douglas-fir,
lodgepole pine (Pinus conforfu latifolia), white fir, elk
sage (Carex geyeri), pinegrass (Calanwgrofis sp.), wild
rose, snowberry, Oregon grape, yarrow, and many other
plant species.

The effect of each proposed exchange (Appendix B) on
Livestock Grazing is discussed below.

Exchange 1 - The affected allotment is managed jointly
with the adjacent private landowner. Livestock graze the
pastures for two to three months each year. Public access
is available using the Dick Creek and Timber Basin
(Frank’s Creek) roads.

Exchanges 2 and 3 - The public land affected by these
exchanges has limltcd access and present grazmg managc-
ment is deferred rotation.

Exchange 4 - These tracts of public land are primarily
timbered and have no public access. A dcfcrred grazing
system is in USC here with grazing occurring during late
summer and early fall.

Exchange 5 - Public land hcrc  consists of scattcrcd upland
tracts which receive little or no grazing. Thcrc is no public
xccss.

Exchange 6 - Gcncrally,  grazing consists of light to
mvdcratc  livestock USC, seasonlong, because the public
land is scattcrcd and isolated. Thcrc is no public access to
thcsc tr;tCD<.

Exchange 7 - GraLing is variable and occurs over a portion
of the year. Thcrc is no access to the public lands.
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Chapter IV - Environmental
Consequences

Introduction
Many of the environmental consequences of a particuiar
land ownership adjustment (i.e. sale, purchase, exchange,
etc.) would result from two factors: 1) total acreage (with
its associated resource values) leaving public ownership
compared to what is coming into public ownership,  and 2)
the future land uses of the lands which change ownership.

In all land ownership adjustments (specifically exchanges),
an appraisal to determine fair market value of the private
and public lands is conducted. The final size of the
exchange is based upon the findings of this appraisal. Per
acre land values between the private and public lands may
be similar or quite diffcrcnt. The cxchangc proponent  ma)
equalize values with a cash payment of up to 25% of the
appraised value of the public land. It is possible, therefore,
that either the public land base or private  land base may bc
increased in a particular cxchangc.

This plan amcndmcnt  includes four altcmatrvcs  and also
addrcsscs seven separate land cxchangc proposals. The
specific land exchange proposals do not differ bctwccn the
alternatives, as the same tracts of land arc involved. All ot
the proposals are consistent  with each of the altcrnativcs
except for the no-action alternative (Alternative 4).  Cndcr
Alternative 4 the current managcmcnt corwdcr;ItIorls
regarding land exchanges would remain in effect. Esscn-

tially, this means that only specific land parcels identified
in the John Day Resource Management Plan would be
available for sale or disposal and no exchanges would be
permitted. This means that only a portion of the public
land specified in Exchange proposals 3 and 6 would be
allowed for sale. Due to the consistency of the proposals
with all the alternatives, they are compared according to
the resources affected and then each proposal is analyzed
separate from alternatives 1-3. Refer to Maps 2, 3 and 3
regarding the discussion of each alternative and Appendix
B for the legal description of each exchange proposal.

Management Actions Common
To All Alternatives
All land exchanges require an analysis of the mineral
estate and a minerals report will be completed  prior IO the
completion of any exchange. Gcncrally, mineral estates
will bc traded with the surface cstatc, provided that both
parties own their respcctivc  mineral cstatcs and that it is
considcrcd  to be of equal value, to prevent creating a split-
cstalc situation.

;I11 tracts will also be invcntoricd  for ha/.ardous materials.
Gcncrally, any tract found to contarn  hazardous materials
WIII  not bc traded or acquired.
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Each tract will also be inventoried for threatened and
endangered species and culLural  resource values. Public
land found to contain threatened or endangered plant or
animal species will not be traded. Tracts containing high
cultural resource values will either be retained or have the
resource information recovered prior to disposal.

All public lands considered for exchange will be invcnto-
ried for wildlife values and dropped from the exchange if
the land is considered important to a sensitive species.

These inventories and reports will be completed prior to
any exchange  and tracts will be dropped from considcr-
ation as necessary.

A determination has been made that the public interest will
be well served by making these exhanges and the vslucs
and objectives on the federal lands to be conveyed are not
more than the values and public objectives of the non-
federal lands to be acquired.

All of the following critical elements  of the human
environment will be considered prior to the completion of
any land tenure adjustment proposal: ACECs, Air Quality,
Cultural Resources, Floodplains, Hazardous Materials,
Native American Religious Concerns, Prime or Unique
Farmland, Solid Waste, Special Status Plants or Animals,
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness, Water Quality and
Riptian  Are3s.

Impacts to Fish/Watershed
Resources
In general, resources located on lands in Zone 2 will not
have any adverse effects; however, the impacts must be
addressed on a case-by-case basis. Removal from public
ownership of the scattered lands in Zone 3 will not change
current resource conditions since most of the land in those
areas is already in private ownership. The fish and
watershed resource values will bc dcpendcnt  on how the
private lands arc managed, whether or not the BLM
administers a few scattered tracts of land in a drainage.
Acquisition of lands in Zone 1 will benefit fish and
watershed resources by blocking up important rcsidcnt  and
~nadromous  fish habitat, including summer stcclhead and
spring chinook salmon, The conglomeration of lands
along the wild and scenic portions of the South Fork and
North Fork of the John Day River will allow for more
contiguous management activities  which could lead to
healthier riparian areas. These healthier areas kould in
!um lead to lower water tcmpcraturcs c!uc to incrcascd
jhadc, cleaner  water due to the filtering cl’fcct ol’ riparian
vcgeution, and high bank st3bility to dissipate high flows
and collect sediment. These areas could then improve the
water  conditions and mitigate for disturbance or improper
management farther upstream in the watcrshctl.
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Alternative 1 designates most of the BLM holdings in the
Middle Fork and upper mainstcm of the John Day as Zone
3. Although these stretches of river provide habitat for
summer steelhead  and spring chinook,  the small amount of
public land in these arczs  cannot be administered effcc-
tivcly to provide good water quality or good fish habitat.
Houcvcr, the Standard and Dixie Creek area has also been
dcsignatcd Zone 3 under this alternative. This arca  has
historically supported bull trout (Salveiinus  mulmu
con$‘~nfus)  which is being considered for listing under
the Federal Threatened  and Endangered Species Act. The
Zone 1 lands arc located along the North Fork and South
Fork where  there is presently known summer steelhead
and spring chinook habitat, so acquisition of lands in these
areas would bc beneficial. Alternatives 2 and 3 are similar
to Alternative 1 in consequences except the Standard and
Dixie Creek areas are not designated as Zone 3 but differ
in area that is designated as Zone 1 and 3. Alternative 3
provides Lhc best  mix of land areas and designation for
managcmcnt  of the fish and watershed rcsourccs.

The specific land exchange proposals primarily suggest
transferring public ownership  from scattered tT;1cts  in the
uplands to more consolidated lands along the major river
corridors and other small stream basins. Consolidation of
land in this manner is beneficial to stocks of fish, both
native and anadromous. Although Exchange 2 would
relinquish land in historical summer steelhead  drainages,
the acquired trays occur along major thoroughfares for
summer stcelhcad  and spring chinook salmon. Proposals 1
2nd  7 Suggest  rclinquishl,,b‘“7 land in hisioriC3l summer
steelhead drainages and blocking cp land in some smaller
non-anadromous drainages. Although there would be loss
of management  for anadromous species in these ex-
changes,  the acquired land blocks up smaller drainages
that can be managed for water quality much easier.

Exchange  proposal #6 offers some important riparian areas
along the South Fork and North Fork (Wall Creek) of the
John Day River, but the main focus of this exchange
proposal is the disposal of a large amount of public land.
Some  of these lands arc located within the zone 3 areas for
which the public would acquire significant riparian land
along anadromous streams. Thcrc would be no impact
under Xltemativc  3.

Impacts to Wildlife/Special
Status Animals
Each altcrnativc  (,1-j)  dcsignatcs  a diffcrcnt  amount of
land in each zone classification. Altcmativc  3 provides the
best c0rnhln:ltion of ttic\c designations  to bcncl’it  wildlife.
Overall,  lands  along the rlvcr  arc dcsignatcd  as Zone 1 and
tlijpcrscd  lands in the uplands arc Zone  3. Riverfront
property where riparian /ones arc located arc importlnt



habitat for numerous species. Studies have shown that
many (75 percent) of the wildlife species inhablting the
Blue ,MounLGns  area of Oregon are directly dependent on
riparian zones or use them more than other habitats.
Therefore, riparian areas are critical wildlife habitaa and
consolidating those lands in public ownership could
benefit the resource.

There is very little site specific data regarding special
status species in this area; however many species are
suspected to occur. These species include: westcm toad
(Bufo boreas), spotted frog (Runa pretiosa), northern
goshawk (Accipifer gen~ilis),  northern pygmy owl
(Glaucidium gnaw&), loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus),  flammulatcd owl (Orus  Flummeolus),
white-headed woodpecker  (Picoides alboiarva~us), black-
backed woodpecker (Picoides arcticus), pygmy nuthatch
(Sirfa  pygmaea), Williamson’s sapsucker (Sphyrapicus
fhyroideus),  burrowing owl (,4thene cunicuiaria),  ferrugi-
nous hawk (Bureo regalis), Swainson’s hawk (Bureo
wainsoni), bobolink (Doiichonyx o~izivoruL~),  pileatcd
woodpecker (Dqocopus piieafus),  greater sandhill crane
(Grus canadensis iabida), bald eqle (Haliaeerus
leucocephalus). mountain quail (Oreoriyx picra), bank
swallow (Riparia  riparia), western bluebird (Sialia
mexicana), great gray owl (Strix  nebulosa), and California
wolverine (Gulo gulo luteus). Before any land can be
exchanged, all proposed areas will be inventoried for the
possible presence of any of the previously mentioned
special StatUs  species.

Due to the number of proposed exchanges, it is impractical
and inefficient to attempt  to inventory all offered and
selected tracts for the above species for inclusion in :his
document under each alternative. Clearances of each
selected and offered tract will begin when individual
exchanges  are identified as being in the planned work for
that year. At that time, an inventory plan will bc com-
pletcd which will identify protocols to be followed for that
exchange. Normally, this will be a ?-year  inventory
process.

Habitat types limited in availability due to natural or
managcmcnt  causes (such as old growth forest. riparian
and wetlands) will be acquired whenever possible. When
desired to exchange out of these types of habitat. equal
acrcagc of selected and offered lands will be the desired
goal. However. if less acres of habitat arc offered which
will better block up public lands or if habitat for thrcat-
cncd. cndungsrcd  or other special  species can bc acquired.
rhi: equal acreage standard may bc modified to allow the
ricccssary  flexibliity.

In the event that any proposed or listed spec~cs  IS found to
bc making more than incidental USC of any tact.  that tract
~111 be dropped from further consideration.  TracLs that arc
receiving incidcnul  use and remain in consideration  for

cxchangc  will have coordination with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service conducted on them. Tracts that arc

identified to have use by any C2 or Bureau sensitive
species and that remain in the exch‘ange will have informal
consultation with the USFWS conducted on them.

Generally.  the exchnngcs  rcprcscnt 3 transfer of land from
the uplands to the riparian areas oi selected nvers  or
streams barring the presence of special status species.
Since riparian areas are important wildlife habitat areas,
these proposals would tend to allow for the improvement
ot’ this type of habitat. However. just focusing on riparian
;~rms snd neglecting  important or critical habitats OII the
uplands can also be disruptive to wildlife populations since
both habitat quality and diversity  play key roles in the
survival of wildlife species.

Impacts to Cultural/
Paleontological Resources
Under all alternatives, cultural and paicontologicai
resources will be inventoried and evaluated prior to the
disposition of any public land. Those tracts found to
contain significant resource values will normally be
retained in public ownership.

Impacts to Recreation/Visual
Resources
Alternative 1 would emphasize reserving the Aldrich
Mountain and Strawberry Mountain WSAs, South Fork
John Day Wild and Scenic River and North Fork John Day
State Scenic Waterway special management arcas as Zone
1. All other land would be available for exchange and a
majority of the small isolated range lands would be
highlighted as exchange priorities under Zone 3. This
aitcmative would not emphasize  reserving land adjacent to
or iorming corridors bctwccn federal lands managed by
other agencies. There would bc no emphasis for rcscrving
public lands with high recreational values in areas outside
of special management areas as Zone 1. Under this
alternative, a larger number of cxchangc  options would bc
possible. Rccrcational  opportunities  could bc enhanced,
but some areas that arc outside of special managcmcnt
arc~s,  and containing high recreational  values, could be
subject to cxchangc.

.Altcmativc 2 would emphasize rcscrving all fcdcral and
s‘L;lte designated spcciul  managcmcnt  arcas and lands
surrounding those arcas  as Zone 1. with the exception 01
?+l~dtilc Fork John Day State  Scenic Waterway which
would be classified as Zone ‘2. Emphasis would bc placed
on reserving land adjacent  to or forming corridors bctwccn
I’cdcral lands  managed by other agcncics  and st;ltc land. In
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addition, emphasis would bc placed on reserving public
lands on Rudio Mountain as Zone 1. Altcmative  2 would

not emphasize the many small isolated range lands under
Zone 3 as desirable exchange priorities. This alternative
could limit, somewhat, the land available for exchange and
potentially limit the opportunities for land exchanges.
Consequently, recreational opportunities would be ex-
pected to be enhanced under this alternative but on a
limited scale.

Alternative 3 (preferred) would emphasize reserving most
federal and state designated special management areas as
Zone 1. In addition, emphasis would be placed on
reserving public lands on Rudio Mount&n. Under
Alternative 3, many of the small isolated range lands
would be highlighted as desirable exchange priorities
under Zone 3. This alternative would not specifically
reserve public lands adjacent to special management areas
under Zone 1 nor would an emphasis be placed on rcserv-
ing land adjacent to or forming corridors between federal
lands managed by other agencies. This alternative. would
make a large number of exchange opportunities possible.
The ability to enhance recreational opportunities would be
expanded, but some areas containing high recreational
values could be subject to exchange.

There would be no impact to recreational opportunities
under Alternative 3.

Exchange 1

Public ownership of these trac:s of offered land would help
to provide legal public access :o approximately 7,000  acres
of federally-owned lands which currently do not have legal
access. Recreational opportunities for hunting, hiking,
wildlife watching and fishing would be expanded. The
release of selected BLM land in and around the north
portion of T. 12 S., R. 27 E. and T. 12 S., R. 28 E. could
forego the ability to establish a public lands corridor
between the Malheur National Forest and BLM and John
Day Fossil Beds National Monument lands. Thcrc would
be little or no loss of recreational opportunities in the other
selected tracts.

Exchange 2

Rccrcational opportunities would be opened up Lo the
Xliddle Fork John Day River along Highway 395 including
fishing, picnicking, water play and scenic vehicle touring.
In addition, rhe offered lands could provide a site suitable
for a designated campground. Selected lands in T. 7 S., R.
78 E., Section 7, are adjacent to Xational Forest lands and
conuibutc  to some opportunities  for hunting and hiking.
There would be little or no loss of rccrcatlonal oppor’unl-
ties in the other selected lands.
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Exchange 3

Rccrwtional opportunities for rafting, fishing, scenic
vehicle touring and picnicking would be incrwscd greatly
along the North Fork John Day River. Additional opportu-
nities for dispersed camping would also be created. In
addition, thcsc tmcts of offered land would help to
establish a public lands corridor between detached portions
of the Umadlla  National Forest. Some of the lands in T. 7
S., R. 30 E. are adjacent to BLM and National Forest
lands. The release of these lands could forego the ability
to establish a public lands corridor between detached
portions of the Umatilla National Forest. In addition,
relase of these lands could impact the scenic quality of
the river by making them available for logging. Some
limited recreational  opportunities exist on the other
selected federal tracts, however the opportunities that
would bc lost would be fully replaced by the offered lands.

Exchange 4

Additional recreational opportunities for fishing, hunting,
scenic vehicle touring and dispersed vehicle camping
would become available. Federal ownership of these
offered lands would help to establish a contiguous block of
public lands within the South Fork John Day Wild and
Scenic River and the Murderer’s Creek Wildlife Manage-
ment Area. There would be little or no loss of recreational
opportunities in the selected federal lands.

Exchange 5

As no land has been offered at this time, an evaluation
cannot be made. Selected lands on the cast Iinc of T. 13
S., R. 25  E. are adjacent to state lands in the Murderer’s
Creek Wildlife Management Area and contribute some
opportunities for hunting, hiking and wildlife observation.
There would be little or no loss of recreational opportuni-
ties in the other selecred lands.

Exchange 6

The offered lands include frontage on the Middle Fork
John Day River, South Fork John Day River and Wall
Creek. Recreational  opportunities that would be available
include fishing, picnicking, hunting and scenic opportuni-
tics for vchiclc touring.

Federal ownership of lands on the South Fork John Day
River would help to cst;lblish  a contiguous block of public
lands within Ihe Wild and Scenic River corridor and within
the Murderer’s Creek Wildlife Management Area. Federal
owncr\hip of lands on Wall Creek and ,Cliddlc  Fork John
Day Kivcr would contribute  to rccrcstlonal  opportunltics
for fishing and scenic vchiclc touring.



Recreational  opportunities that would be lost or altered
include open space-related recreation for the cities of John
Day and Canyon City. The small BL,M tracts adjacent to
Forest Service lands provide recrealional  opportunities in
association with the larger block of federally-owned
National Forest land they arc adjacent to. Some scenic,
hiking and hunting opportunities would be lost or altered
for these lands. There would be little or no loss of
recreational opportunities on the isolated tracts identified.

The selected lands in and around T. 8 S., R. 29 E., Section
27 and T. 13 S., R. 33 E., Section 24 provide for few
recreational opportunities in that they consist of small
scattered tracts surrounded by private land with limited or
no legal public access. Selected lands in and around T. 13
S., R. 3’2 E. are located near the cities of John Day and
Canyon City and provide open space-related  recreational
opportunities. These opportunities are somewhat limited
by the condition of the land due to past and current uses,
and a lack of access on some of the tracts. All other
selected tracts are adjacent to public lands administered by
the Maiheur  National Forest and contribute to hunting and
hiking opportunities.

Exchange 7

Public ownership of these tracts of offered land would help
to establish a more contiguous block of public lands and
contribute  to hunting and hiking opportunities. in addi-
tion, public ownership would help  to est3biish  a public
lands corridor between BLM lands and the Umatilla
National Forest. There would be little or no loss of
recreational opportunities in the selcctcd federal lands.

Impacts to Wilderness
Resources

Alternative 1

Under this alternative, the Aldrich Mountain WSA and the
Sheep Gulch unit of the Strawberry &fountain  WSA would
be classified as Zone 1. The Pine Creek  and Indian Creek
units of the Strawberry Mountain WSA  would bc classi-
fied as Zone 2. All the units XC adjacent to the dcsignatcd
Strawberry hlountain Wildcmcss managed by the .LIalhcur
National Forest.

Alternative 2

Under this alternative, the ,Aldrich  ~lountain WSA and all
units of the Stmwberry Mountain WSA  would be classi-
i‘icd  as Zone 1,

Alternative 2 would provide a greater cmphasrs to rcscrk -
ing tracts adjacent to the designated Strawberry Mountain
Wilderness administered by the Malheur National FOKX.
This would provide an area of federally-managed land that
would help buffer the wildemcss  from uses occurring on
nearby private land.

This alternative would emphsize  acquiring lands on the
South Fork John Day River including those adjacent to the
designated Black Canyon Wilderness administered  by the
Ochoco National Forest. Acquisition  of lands in this arca
would provide an area of federally-managed land that
would help buffer  the wilderness from the more intensive
uses of private land.

Alternative 3

tinder  this alternative, the Aldrich Mountain WSA would
be classified  as Zone 1. All units of the Strawberry
tilountain WSA would be classified as Zone 2. These
units arc adjacent to the designated Strawberry Mountain
Wilderness managed by the Malheur National Forest.

If the Strawberry klountain  WSA units were released, a
federally-managed zone would not be present as a buffer
for the Strawberry Mountain Wilderness. Private owner-
ship could result in intensive management or structures
being located on the wilderness boundary which could
impact the wilderness even greater than non-wilderness
federal management.  The Strawberry blountain WSX
units, howcvcr, could only bc exchanged if Congress  were
to release them from wilderness rcvicw.
Alternative 3 would emFhasizc acquiring lands on the
South Fork John Day River including those adjacent to the
designated Black Canyon Wildcmcss administered by thhc
Ochoco National Forest. Acquisition of lands in this area
would provide an area of federally-managed land that
would help buffer  the wilderness from the more intensive
uses of private land.

There would be no impact under Altcmativc  -l.

Impacts to Social/Economic
Values
As noted in the 1993 Oregon State University economic
report for Grant County, the timber industry and ranching
make up the economic  base of Grant County. The report
also poinu out that only 2.5 percent of the “total value  of
gross business activity in Grant County” can bc atuibutcd
to visitor cxpenditurcs.  Put differently, the results suggest
that visitations  would have to triple  to replace the income
derived from the local ranching indusuy and would have
to incrcasc ten-fold  to rcplacc the local wood products
processing industry.
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This being the case, land tenure adjustment decisions will
need to reflect a careful consideration of the impacts to the
timber and ranching industries in Grant County. Some
actions may help these industries by making tracts of
isolated timber available to industry. Other actions may
block up private land and make livestock management
easier. Additionally, some transactions may improve access
to and/or bring into public ownership tracts of land that
bring additional visitors to the Grant County area  and build
the economic base attributable to visitor USC. Of course
the opposite can happen in each of these areas if careful
consideration is not given to the economic impacts of each
proposed transaction.

When considering the feasibility of a land tenure adjust-
ment proposal, social and economic impacts in the private
and public sectors will be fully analyzed and weighed
against each other. This analysis includes proposals that
would result in the BLM acquiring buildings, agricultural
fields, water rights and related facilities. Proposals shall
be closely coordinated with county government to ensure
consistency with local plans.

The other side of the local economic issue is the concern
that these transactions may reduce the county tax base. On
open range land the county receives approximately S. 151
acre in taxes. Conversely, the annual payment in-lieu of
taxes (PELT)  the county receives for each acre of federal
land is S. lo/acre.

The following examples  illustrate this difference.

Example 1: BLM trades 7.50 acres of public land for 1,000
acres of private land. Before the trade, the county received
$150.00 in taxes from the private land and $75.00 from the
PfLT payment, for a total of $225.00. After the trade, the
county receives $112.50 in taxes from the public land that
is now private and S100.00  from the PILT payment  for
private land that is now public. The totai is S212.50  which
is a difference of only $12.50 on a land exchange that put
250 more acres into public ownership than went onto the
tax rolls.

Example 2: BLM trades 1,200 acres of public land for
1,000 acres of private land. Before the trade, the county
received S150.00  in taxes from the private land and
Sla).OO  from the PILT payment, which totals S250.00.
After the trade, the county receives S 180.00 in taxes from
the public land that is now private and S 100.00 from the
private land that is now public. The total is $280.00 and
the county would gain 930.00 in revenue.

Naturally, exchanges of equal acreage would result in no
change in the tax base.

It should also be noted that as a result of this plan, various
tracts of land in and around John Day and Canyon City

will probably be considered for sale. These prOpertieS  will
most likely be developed and taxed at a much higher rate
than open range land used in the examples above. As long
as BLM attempts to minjmize  the loss of tax dollars
through its exchanges, the amount of taxes raised from
these tracts alone would make up for almost any negative
effect that could accrue from the consummation of land
cxchangcs  that don’t benefit the county tax base.

Consequently, the net effect of land tenure adjustments on
the county tax base should be negligible.

Impacts to Forest Resources
General forest management would be improved by
consolidating ownership into more manageable blocks of
commercial forest land (CFL). Consolidated manageable
blocks would lend themselves to logical access patterns
(both public and administrative) and would result in a
reduction in the need for identifying boundaries between
public and private lands. All of the proposed exchanges
except Exchange 5, would consolidate CFL ownership to
an extent that would improve access (administrative and
public) and reduce the number of miles of property lines
between public and private lands.

Proposed Exchange 5 is an unknown at this time since the
location of offcrcd  lands has not been identified.

Exchange  1: This proposed exchange is located in the
Rudio Mountain area. This exchange has the greatest
potential of all proposals to balance the offered and
selected commercial forest lands. The end result could be
a very favorable block of ownership which would enhance
forest management as wcIl as provide for improved public
access for recreation and improved administrative access
for the general management of the area. Forest manage-
ment would be enhanced economically due to the fact that
access would be secure, property line surveying would be
reduced and the costs associated with logging would be
favorable.

Exchanges 2 and 3: Thcsc exchange proposals are similar
since they both dispose of scattered parcels which contain
commercial forest lands. Likewise, both acquire riparian
parcels that contain commercial forest lands. Overall, the
number of CFL acres in govcmment control would
decrease by more than 150 acres in Proposal 2 and by
more than 500  acres in Proposal 3. The acquired CFL
acres would gcncrally  be unavailable  for intcnsivc forest
management since they arc located within State Scenic
Waterways  which arc subject to special forest management
rcstrtcuons.

Exchange 4: The offered parcel  In this proposal is
parttally  located In a riparian  arca and contains less than
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20 acres of CFL. The selected parcels contain approxi-
mately 200 acres of CFL. Approximately  135 acres of the
selected commercial forest lands are classified as a non-
problem site which means these lands require no special
harvesting, reforestation or other restrictive measures in
order to be managed on a sustained yield basis. Overall,
200 acres of CFL would be lost and approximately 20
acres of restricted CFL which is located within a Wild and
Scenic River corridor, would be gained. Currently, the
selected parcels are in close proximity to John Day and are
easily accessible via administrative easements.

Exchange 5: These se!ected  parcels contain approximately
174 acres of CFL of which 140 acres are classified as non-
problem and 34 acres UC classed as restricted. The offered
lands are not identified at this time so no impacts on the
forest resource can be analyzed.

Exchange 6: These offered parcels (3) are all located in
primary riparian areas. Parcel #I has no more than 20
acres of CFL. Parcel #2 has a small stand of CFL which
would be difficult to manage because of its steep slopes
and proximity to the Middle Fork John Day River. Parcel
#3 has a good stand of approximately 300 acres of CFL,
some of which are located within the riparian area on Wall
Creek. Forest management of all parcels would be
restricted due to their proximity to apparent important
riparians.

The selected parcels contain a total of approximately 1,192
acres of CFL. Stand sizes range from 30 acres to !96
acres per parcel. All selected parcels are located on
scattered parcels drroughout the county. Past forest
management  on these parcels has been very limited due to
their isolation. Transportation and legal access arc
economically limiting factors.

In summary, this exchange proposal would result in a
reduction of approximately 1,192 acres of CFL which has
historically received very little forest management. The
CFL gamed would receive very limited forest management
due to other resource values.  One advantage to this
proposal would be the loss of scattered parcels which have
limited value for BLM management and public USC, and
the acquisition of lands which would be vet-y accessible for
management of a11 rcsourccs as well as public USC.

Exchange 7: This proposal would create no impacts to the
forest resource since no known commercial forest lands
are involved in either the selected or the offered lands.

Dixie Creek Small Tract: Gcncral for all options: Man-
agement of this j-acre tract would be best scrvcd by
keeping in the hands of BLM. Disposing to private
ownership would create another piece of private land
within this area that is already difficult for the managc-
ment of the forest stand. Too many property lines  already

exist and arc cause for difficulty in overall forest managc-
ment. Since this parcel is totally surrounded by BLM, it
would be unwise to further disperse this block of BLM
forest land within the Dixie and Standard Creek drainages.

Option A: Outright sale would not be in the public interest
since the sale would be for the benefit of a single indi-
vidual or group (same reasoning as written above).

Option B: An R&PP lease of the forest would place some
of our (BLM’s)  most productive forest land into private
hands. Because of the numerous mining claims in this
area, it would be best for the public interest to maintain
this stand in BLM control so the mineral and forest
resources  can be managed together.

Option C: An R&PP lease of the j-acre  tract only would
have minimal effect on the forest resource of the area.
However, this would essentially  place the tract into private
control and result in the same problems (for forest man-
agement) as expressed above.

Option D: This option would keep the tract under BLM
control and it could be managed for any number of
purposes, including management of the forest resource.
The forest resource on this tract has never been  managed
as an individual tract or as part of the larger block of forest
land in this area.

The environmental consequences (impacts) to the forest
resource would be the same under all alternatives. Thcre-
fore, this writeup can be applied to all alternatives except
to the no-actron alternative. The no-action alternative
would continue  the little to minimal management of the
scattered parcels as is currently being done for the forest
resource, and the forest resource  would not be affected
since no exchange would occur.

Impacts to Botanical/Special
Status Plants
Three SSP, Luina serpenlinu.  M~~K~K.T  washing~onensis
var. washinqtonensis and Thelypodiurn eucosmum, UC
known to exist on tracts located within portions of Zone 2
under all alternatives. L’ndcr the Prefcrrcd Altcmativc  and
Altemativc 1, ~4.wUgdKS  diuphanus var. diKrnK.Y  iS dS0

found within Zone 2. No SSP arc known from tracts
within Zone 3, under any altcrnativc.

Even though SSP arc known from tracts within Zone 2, it
is unlikely that any of the altcmatives  would have an cffcct
on them.  BLM Manual 6840 (Special Status Species
Management) and the Oregon-Washington Special Status
Spccics Policy (Instruction Memorandum No. OR-Y I-57,
November 5, 1YYO)  require that special status spccics  be
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managed and conserved in a manner which will not result
in a need to list them as endangered  or threatened. Inven-
tory for all special status species, either known or sus-
pected, is required prior to any Bureau action, including
land exchanges.

All lands proposed for disposal would be surveyed for the
presence or absence ,of SSP prior to exchange. Should
SSP be found, the exchange would most likely be modified
to exclude the affected tracts from the exchange. This has
been the most common scenario for land exchanges  within
the Prineville District. Should it be determined that it is
clearly in the best interests of the federal government to
dispose of a tract containing a special status plant, techni-
cal assistance from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
would be requested to ensure the exchange would not be
detrimental to the species as a whole In some situations,
tracts containing SSP could be exchanged for tracts with
greater special status plant values. The environmental
consequences of each exchange would bc analyzed in an
environmental assessment, including all reasonable
foreseeable consequences to any SSP as a result of a
change in land ownership.

Impacts to Livestock Grazing
Under Alternatives I-3, if the ownership  of the Zone 1
lands were consolidated, it would be more efficient to
adjust the season of use to provide for growth require-
ments of perennial plants, manipulate grazing use of
riparian zones, implement structural range improvements
(fences, pipelines, water developmen& and springs) to
benefit riparian and range habitat conditions, and to protect
fragile soils. There would be an improved/enhanced
opportunity to coordinate grazing treatments and range
improvements with adjacent landowners. The best
opportunity to accomplish these objectives would be under
Alternative 3.

Under Alternative 4, it is more difficult to adjust the
season of use to provide for growth requirements of
perennial plants, manipulate grazing use of riparian zones.
implement structural range improvements (fences, pipe-
lines, water developments and springs) to benefit  riparian
and range habitat conditions, and protect fragile soils
because there would still be intermingled ownership of
lands. The opportunity to coordinate grazing treatments
and range improvements with adjacent landowners under
this alternative is substantially diminished.

Exchange 1

This proposal includes land entirely within the 2-county
allotment and contains 1,105 AUMs. This exchange would
provide an opportunity to benefit range habitat conditions

on the uplands, adjust grazing seasons, and construct
fcnccs to improve the riparian condition along Holmes
Creek by allowing the BLM to manage almost the entire
watershed rather than just bits and pieces.

Exchange 2

This exchange would transfer all public lands currently in
the Boneyard allotment; these lands contain 148 AUMs.
In exchange, the BLM would gain an opportunity to adjust
the grazing seasons along parts of the Middle Fork of the
John Day to improve riparian habitat.

Exchange 3

This exchange the BLM would relinquish hard to manage,
scattered timber lands and obtain riparian areas along the
North Fork of the John Day River. The grazing prescrip-
tions for these new areas could be adjusted to improve
riparian habitat.

Exchange 4

This exchange would remove 15 AUMs located on a
timbered parcel in an allotment from a present grazing
lessee’s active grazing preference. In exchange, a riparian
area along the South Fork of the John Day located in the
Rockpile  allotment would be obtained. It would be easier
to control and monitor unauthorized grazing in this area
since all livestock graze the area at the same time as the
adjacent public lands.

Exchange 5

This exchange would relinquish scattered tracts including
182 AUMs in exchange for more easily managed riparian
areas  along the North and South Forks of the John Day
River. In these new areas, the grazing systems could be
changed to improve the riparian habitat.

Exchange 6

The public lands which arc offcrcd  for cxchangc  are
scattcrcd  tracts of uplands included within various allot-
mcnt boundaries. There is no public access to these arcas.
These arcas arc managed in conjunction with the contigu-
ous private  lands because  the public lands arc not fcnccd
separate from the private lands.

The private lands to be acquired arc adjacent to riparian
areas  along the South Fork John Day River, Middle Fork
John Day River, and Wall Creek. There would bc an
opportunity for the Bureau of Land Management  to
consolidate these scattered tracts into manageable units,
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provide additional access to the public and initiate grazing
management  systems in these riparian areas.

Exchange 7

This exchange  includes lands located along a known
anadromous fish spawning area of Rudio Creek. The
adjacent private lands along Rudio Creek are degraded
because the lands are heavily grazed by livestock season-
long. The banks are eroded and unstable with very little
vegetative cover and diversity of vegetation. Relinquish-
ing the public lands along Rudio Creek into private
ownership would allow for more degradation of the
stream. The private lands to be acquired are in better
condition since they are farther from the ranch and
livestock do not graze these areas as intensely.

Dixie  Creek Small Tract: There are 2,538 acres of public
land included within the Dixie Allotment (#3016)  bound-
ary. The allotment is divided into two pastures with
intermingled public land and private land. Each year one
pasture is grazed and one pasture is rested. The next year
the grazing treatment is reversed on each pasture. With-
drawal of five acres would not affect the number of
livestock that graze each pasture or the grazing season.

Mitigation Measures
If inventories reveal there will be impacts to critical
elements noted on page 27 under “Management Actions
Common To All Alternatives” which cannot be mitigated
through management actions or the acquisition of similar
properties, the tracts will be dropped from consideration
for exchange

Residual Impacts
Residual impacts are expected to be positive. The public
and private sectors will acquire human and natural
resource values important to commercial and non-commcr-
cial management objectives. Private landowners and
public land managers  will acquire land within or adjacent
to their respective properties, which will allow them to
operate more efficiently and effectively. Attempts will
also bc made to structure the exchanges so that there is no
net negative effect on the tax base in Grant County. This
plan will also provide opportunities for local government
entities to solve issues relevant  to their own land USC

planning goals.
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Chapter V - List Of Preparers

While certain individuals have primary responsibility for
providing analysis for the John Day Resource Manage-
ment Plan Amendmenr/EA,  the document is an interdisci-
plinary team effort. In addition, internal review of the
document occurs throughout preparation. Specialists at the
Prineville  District and Oregon State Office both review
and supply information.

Bob Vidourek - Forestry
Ken Primrose - Range
Gary Torretta - Fisheries
Brent Ralston - Wildlife
John Zancanella  - Archacological/Paleontological
Ron Halvorson - Botanical
James Sippel - Recreation/Wilderness
Ron Lane - Lands and Rcalty/Socio-Economic
Connie McMillin  - Word Processing
Brian Cunninghamc  - Planning and Environmental
Coordinator
Dick Cosgriffe - Central Oregon Area Manager
Jim Hancock - Prmcville  District Manager
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Chapter VI - List Of Agencies,
Organizations And Persons To Whom

Copies Of This Document Are Sent

Approximately 220 copies of this Plan Amendmcnt/EA  are
sent to the various publics listed below:

Local News Media
Local, State and National Public Representatives
Wilderness Interest Groups
Environmental Interest Groups
Wildlife Intcrcst Groups
Dayville Grazing Assn
Desert Trail Assn
Eastern Oregon Mining Assn
Izaak Walton League
Monument Grazing Assn
Northwest Forestry Assn
OSU Extension Service
Sierra  Club
Oregon Natural Resources Council
Audubon Society
Nature Conservancy

Government Entities
Grant County Court
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Baker Resource Area, BLM
Oregon State Department of Forestry
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Comm
Confederated Tribes, Umatilla
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs
Klamath Tribe
Bums Paiute Reservation
Congressman Robert Smith
Bums District, BLM
John Day Fossil Beds National Monument
Malheur National Forest
Harncy County Court
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Appendix A - Summary Of Public
Participation

Preliminary issues, planning criteria, alternatives for defining management zones and potential land ownership adjustments
were identified in John Day Resource Management Plan Amendment Scoping Brochure dated January 3, 1994. This packet
was mailed to 208 public interests, including individuals, public land users, interest groups, federal and state agencies and
county government officials. In addition, over one hundred (100) packets were handed out per public requests.

Two public meetings were held to provide information and answer questions regarding proposals in the Public Comment
Packet. The first was an open house workshop held February 2, 1994 in Prineville, at the Central Oregon Resource Area
office and was attended by three (3) individuals. The second was a public meeting held in John Day on February 3, 1994 at
the Grant County Senior Center and was attended by 58 individuals.

During the 60&y comment period, nine (9) written comments and twenty-one (21) form letters were received. Numerous
questions and comments regarding process and concerns were raised at the open house workshop and public meeting. The
oral and written public comments are categorized by planning criteria, issues/concerns, management zones and land tenure
adjustments, as follows:

Planning Criteria
1. Comment: County government and residents alike are opposed to losing tax base through direct purchases by the

federal government and land exchanges that increase public or state lands and reduce the private land estate. In
addition, some commentors (oral/written) favored consolidation of public lands with no net increase of public land
holdings.

Response: BLM’s  primary method of adjusting land ownership is through land exchange. All land tenure adjustment
transactions are based on equal values as determined by fair market appraisals. In applying this value for value criteria,
public land ownership in Grant County is not expected to change appreciably over time.

2. Comment: Private surface owners with facilities constructed over federally-reserved subsurface mineral estate ex-
pressed concern regarding protection of their investments. Other Commentors strongly suggested that known national
mineral resources be retained.

Response: On April 16, 1993, Congress passed Public Law 103-23 titled “An Act to Amend the Stock Raising Home-
stead Act to Resolve Certain Problems Regarding Subsurface Estates and for Other Purposes”. This law provides some
additional protection for those individuals that own surface cstatc  where the federal government has reserved the
mineral estate under the Stock Raising Homestead Act.

The implementing regulations have yet to be completed but in essence, the law requires surface owner consent bcforc
any claimant can tile a claim or do any surface disturbance. If that consent cannot be received, then the BLM will
review a Plan of Operations prior to any surface disturbance  (this includes a mining claimant not being allowed to go
on the private surface without surface owner approval or BLM review of a Plan). Included is the requirement  that the
surface owner bc compensated for any damages to the surface  and improvements and the rcquircmcnt for bonding of
any surface-disturbing activities.

Further dctailcd information on this amcndmcnt  to the law will be forthcoming when the implementing regulations  arc
issued.

The public lands are an important present and future source of the Nation’s mineral and energy resources. In order to
maintain the availability of the public land as a source of mineral and energy resources, areas with high locatable
mineral potential and areas with high potential for mineral material  close to communities will normally be retained in
public ownership.
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3, Comment: County government and citizens expressed a strong need for BLM to identify its criteria for determining
land tenure adjustment priorities.

Response: Land base adjustment proposals are evaluated on an interdisciplinary  team of professional resource special-
ists representing the biological and social disciplines. The team first determines if the proposal is consistent with the
specific zone criteria. The team then evaluates the proposal based on Criteria for Lund Ownership Adjustment a
described in this document. The team then ranks the proposal in relation to other proposals in Grant County. High
priority Grant County proposals are then weighed against other  district land base adjustments by the Prineville District
Management Team and scheduled for processing.

4. Comment: Oral and written Comments indicated considerable private interest and support regarding disposal of timber
lands via sale or exchange.

Response: In order to conserve scarce habitats and meet biodiversity goals, the “Criteria for Land Ownership Adjust-
ment” regarding threatened and endangered or sensitive plant and animal species, native and anadromous fish and key
wildlife habitats are expanded to include:

Habitat types limited in availability due to natural or management causes, such as old growth, riparian and wetlands,
will be acquired whenever possible. When desired to exchange out of these types of habitats, equal acreage of selected
and offered lands will be the desired goal. However, if less acres of habibt  are offered which will better block up
public lands or if habitat for threatened, endangered or other special species can be acquired, the equal acreage standard
may be modified to allow the necessary flexibility.

Issues and Concerns
1. Comment: Commentors suggested that public access to provided to acquired tracts of public land.

?.xysls,-:  ?38:i: 1;,33.;  1.: : ;.-..zary  consideration when evaluating land tenure 3djti.::r:z!  ;ropcsals.

2. Comment: County government questions whether the federal government should be acquiring more river front
property. This eliminates  private business economic growth opportunities.

Response: When considering the feasibility of a land tenure adjustment proposal, social and economic opportunities in
the private and public sectors are fully analyzed and weighed against each other.  Proposals arc closely coordinate with
county government to ensure consistency with local plans. For example, it is unlikely BLM would acquire lands zoned
by the county for industrial development. BLM would most likely acquire  lands in the “farm/forest” zone outside of
urban growth boundaries.

3. Comment: General concern was issued by livestock grazing lessees when an independent party acquires the public
land.

Response: By law, BLM is required to give grazing lessees two years notification prior to disposal. In most land
adjustment actions, the BLM is able to work out acccptrtblc  arrangements with Icssces. The most common used process
is “Land Pooling” where isolated public land tracts are exchanged to a third party (proponent). The proponent in turn
sells the land to the adjacent  land owner. In order to achieve the dcsircd  rcsulb,  the process is closely controlled
through an independent  escrow account and appropriate Icgal agrccmcnls.

4, Comment:  Commcntors expressed interest in how BLYJ would manage  acquired agricultural fields, water rights and
facilities including buildings and ditches.

Response: BLM would carefully evaluate the social and cconornic  cffccts of acquiring any property  that includes these
types of improvements. Where it is appropriate for the BLM to acquire such property, the Bureau would manage and
maintain the acquired property and rights through approved permits  to qualil?ed private land managers. Future uses of
acquired (by BLM) lands would dcpcnd  on the RMP direction and objectIves  for similar lands. Some agricultural areas
could be restored to native vcgeution to meet wildlife  habiut  or other  ohjcctivcs.
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Management Zones
1. Comment: Several Commentors at the local level favored privatizing public lands in Grant County. Others took a

more moderate approach and suggested expanded opportunities for disposal through sale. Some favored sale where
exchange option was not feasible.

Response: The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (90 STAT. 274; 43 USC 1701) established the policy
to retain the majority of public lands in federal ownership and allow disposal of particular parcels that serve the
national interest.

In response to these Comments, Alternative 1 was developed to provide an enlarged Zone 3 where public lands may be
suitable for disposal through either sale or exchange.

2. Comment: Some Commcntors suggested expanding Zone 1 and Zone 3.

Response: This was addressed when developing Altcmatives 1 and 2.

3. Comment: Several form letters were  received which proposed modifying Zone 2 for the Dixie Creek Watershed by
creating a small Zone 3 for the small tract parcel commonly referred to as Shangrila.

Response: Prairie City Council and Grant County Commissioners propose to acquire Dixie Creek Watershed under
RP&P (43 CFR 2740) for management and protection of the Prairie City water supply. In followup  conversations with
city and county officials, additional options discussed included implementation of Dixie Creek Forest Management
Plan and creating a Natural Area for outdoor recreation for Prairie City public school students. Each of these options
was analyzed  in the Environmental  Assessment for the Planning Amendment.

4. Comment: County government and other Commentors suggested that public lands within the urban growth boundaries
of Canyon City and John Day be classified for disposal.

Response: We concur and evaluated this proposal under Altcmatives 1,2 and 3. Priority will be given to exchange and
R&PP over sale.

Land Tenure Adjustments
1. Comment: The Prineville  District received two (2) new exchange proposals that were not included in the previous

scoping document. One is located along the South Fork of the John Day Wild and Scenic River and the other includes
Birch Creek, a perennial tributary to the North Fork of the John Day River.

Response: Each of these exchanges will be analyzed  within the alternatives considered in this plan amendment.

As a result of the comments, planning issues and criteria were rcfincd  and more clearly defined. Existing altcmativcs were
expanded to accommodate reasonable public land tcnurc adjustment opportunities  and the prcfcrred  alternative  was dcvel-
aped.
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Appendix B - Proposed Land Tenure
Adjustments

The Prineville District is considering seven exchange proposals affecting approximately 12,OQO  acres of public land
described as follows:

Exchange 1

T. 10 S., R. 27 E.,
Sec. 21: w1/2NW1/4

22: s1/2sw1/4
26: NW1/4sw1/4
27: SW1/4NW1/4, W1/2SWl/4,  NE1/4SE1/4
28: NW1/4NE1/4,  SE1/4NJZ1/4
29: SW1/4SWll4
30: NWll4NEll4,  SEll4SEll4

80
80
40

160
80
40
80

32: NW1/4NW1/4,  E1/2SW1/4,  SW1/4SW1/4,
NW1/4SEi/4

33: E1/2SE1/4, SW1/4SE1/4
34: W1/2NE1/4, NE1/4NW1/4,  SE1/4SW1/4

200
120
160

T. 11 S.. R. 27 E.,
Sec. 4: NE1l4, w1/2NW1/4,  NW1/4sw1/4,

SE1/4SW1/4, W1/2SE1/4,  SEl/4SE1/4
5: SW1/4NE1/4, Sll2SWll4,  NE1/4SE1/4
6: SEll4NElJ4,  SE1/4NW1/4,  SW1/4SW1/4
7: s1/2NE1/4
9: El/2SE1/4
11: N1/2PiEi/4
21: NE1/4, SWll4NWll4,  Nll2SE1/4
22: N1/2NE1/4, S 1/2NW1/4
23: NE1/4
25: NW1/4NW1/4,  NE1/4SW1/4,  Nl/ZSE1/4
27: NW1/4NW1/4
34: El(2NWlf4,  SW1/4SW1/4
36: Nll2NEll4,  NE1/4NW1/4

440
160
120

8 0
80
80

280
160
160
160
40

120
120

T. 11 S., R. 28 E.,
Sec. 5: SE1/4SW1/4

6: E1/2NE1/4, SW1/4SE1/4
17: sw1/4sw1/4
18: N1/2NE1/4, SW1/4NE1/4,  NE1/4NW1/4,

N1/2SE1/4, SW1/4SE1/4
20: W1/2NW1/4
21: NEll4NEll4
30: S1/2SW1/4, SE1/4SE1/4
31: N1/2NW1/4, SW1/4NW1/4
32: Nl/2NEl/4

40
120
40

280
8 0
40

120
120
80

T. 12 S., R. 27 E.,
sec. 1: NW1/4NW1/4

2: Nll2
30

320
Approximately 4,220 ac.
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Exchange 2

T. 7 S., R. 27 E.,
Sec. 13:

21:
22:
23:
24:
26:
28:

T. 7 S., R. 28 E.,
Sec. 1:

7:
8:
10:
12:
15:
17:
26:
29:
30:

Exchange 3

T. 7 S., R. 29 E.,
Sec. 3:

9:
10:
14:
15:

T. 7 S., R. 30 E.,
Sec. 1:

2:
5:
8:
9:
12:
15:
23:
24:

Exchange 4

SE1/4NW1/4
SE114
S1/2SWlJ4,  SW1/4SE1/4
Nl/2NWlJ4
NWlJ4SElJ4
SWlJ4Nw1/4
E1/2NEl/4

NEll4SW  l/4
N1/2NE1/4,  SWlJ4NElJ4,  NWlJ4SE114
NWlJ4SWlJ4
SWlJ4SElJ4
NEl/4NE1/4
SEll4SElJ4
SE1/4NE1/4,  E1/2NW1/4,  ElJ2SElJ4
SElJ4NWlJ4
SWll4SW1/4
NElJilSWlJ4, SElJ4SElJ4

Approximately

W1/2NWlJ4
SW1/4NW1/4
Wl/‘XElj4
Sl/?,NWlI4
SE1/4NElJ4

NW1/4r\WlJ4,  SE1/4SW1/4, S1/2SE1/4
NE1/4%1/4,  W 1/2NE1/4
SElJ4SE1/4
NEll4, NE1/4Nwll4
NE1/4Nw1/4
NE1/4,m1/4Nw1/4
NW1/4NEIl4
SElJ4SWlJ4,  NElJ4SElJ4
N!z1/4NE1/4

Approximately

T. 14 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec.28: SElJ4NWlJ4,  SE114

Approximately

4 0
160
120
80
40
3 0
80

4 0
160

4 0
4 0
4 0
4 0

2 0 0
4 0
4 0
80

1,280 ac.

4 0
4 0
80
80
40

160
120
40

200
4 0

200
4 0
80
4 0

1,200 ac.

200
200 ac.
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Exchange 5

The adjoining landowner would like to acquire the tracts noted below and various proposals have been discussed. Although
specific tracts have not been offered  in exchange for the public land, the BLM would consider trading these tracts for
private land along the North or South Forks of the John Day River.

T. 13 S., R. 28 E.,
Sec. 17: SE114 160

18: Lots 3 and 4 80
19: Lot 1, E1/2NE1/4 120
20: N1/2Nl/Z,  SW1/4NE1/4, SW1/4NW1/4 240
22: S1/2SE1,‘4 80
24: NE1/4SE1/4,  SW1/4SE1/4 80
29: SWl/4SW1/4,  SW1/4SE1/4 80
30: Lots 3 and 4, SEll4NWll4,  NEll4SElJ4 160
31: Lot 4 40
32: SE1/4NW1/4,  E1/2SE1/4 120
33: Wlf..?NE1/4,  SE1/4NEl/4,  E1/2NW1/4,

NE1/4SE1/4 240
34: NW1/4NE l/4 40

Approximately 1,440 ac.

Exchange 6

T. 8 S., R. 29 E.,
Sec. 22: SW1/4SE1/4 30

27: NE1/4, E1/2NE1/4, NW1/4SEi/4 280

T. 10 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec. 29: w lr,SWl/2 80

30: SWll4NWll4 40

T. 12 S., R. 30 E.,
Sec. 24: NW1/4NE1/4,  S1/2NE1/4, N1/2SElj4,  SWI/4SE1/4,

WI/2 560
25: NW1/4NW1/4 40

T. 12 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec. 30: SW1/4NW1/4,  SW114  west of Hwy 200

T. 12 S., R. 32 E.,
Sec. 26: NW114 160

28: NE114 160
30: SW1/4NE1/4,  SEll4NW114, SW1/4SW1/4 120

T. 12 S., R. 33 E.,
Sec. 30: N1/2SE1/4, S 112s  l/2 240

T. 12 S., R. 34 E.,
Sec. 16: N1/2NW1/4, Slf2SWI/4,  Wl/.?SEl/4 240

T. 13 S., R. 34 E.,
Sec. 24: SE1/4NE1/4, SE1/4~M’I/4,  Nl/XE1/4 160
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T. 14 S., R. 32 E.,
Set: 1 : Lots 1,3,4  and 5, NE1/4SE1/4

2: Eli2
4: NW1/4SE1/4
9: SE1/4NW1/4,  NE1/4SW1/4
10: Nw1/4NJz1/4
12: SW 1/4NW1/4

T. 14 S., R. 33 E.,
Sec. 7: E1/2NE1/4,  NE1/4SE1/4

8: Nl/?NW1/4,  SW1/4Nw1/4
Approximately

Exchange 7

T. 9 S., R. 26 E.,
Sec. 14: NW1/4SW1/4,  NE1/4SE1/4

22: SW1/4SW1/4,  SW1/4NE1/4, Wlf2SEll4
27: SE1/4SE1/4

Approximately

In Exchange For These Lands, The Federal Government May Acquire The Following:

Exchange 1

T. 9 S., R. 26 E.,
Sec. 34: S1/2SW1/4

T. 10 S., R. 26 E.,
Sec. 3:

4:
5:
8:
9:
10:
14:
15:
16:
21:
22:
23:
24:
25:

26:
27:
33:
35:

36:

wm
NW114SElJ4, Si/2Sl/2
SW1/4, S1/2SE1/4
s 1/2NE1/4
N1/2NEl/4,  E1/2NW1/4, SW1/4NW1/4
Wlt2ElI2,  Ell2Wlf2
S1/2NE1/4,  N1/‘2SE1/4,  SE1/4SE1/4
El/2
All
NE1/4, E1/2NWl/4
Wl/2,  N1/2NE1/4, SW1/4NE1/4, SE114
E1/2NE1/4,  Wl/ZNW1/4,  SEl/IINWl/J,  S l/2
W1/2SWl/4,  SW1/4SElJ4
Wl/2Elf2,  W1/‘2NW1/4,  NW1/4SW1/4,
SE1/4SW1/4
E1/2, E1/2W1/2, W1/2NW1/4, NW1/4SW1/4
NEll4NEll4
NWlJ4SW1/4
Nl/2NEl/4,  El/2NW1/4,  SW1/4NW1/4,
SWl/4SWl/4,  El/YSW1/4, Wl/XE1/4,
SE1/4SE1/4
NW1/4NE1/4,  Nl/2NW1/4

T. 11 S., R. 26 E.,
Sec. 1: N1/2NE1/4, NW1/4, NE1/4SW1/4,

NWll4SEll4
2: N1/2NE1/4, El/?NW  l/4, SW1/4NW1/4
10: NE1/4NE1/4

200
320

40
8 0
40
40

120
120

3,280 ac.

8 0
160
40

280 ac.

8 0

320
200
240

8 0
200
320
200
320
640
240
600
520
120

320
600

40
40

440
120

320
200

40

40



11: NE1/4NE1/4
12: W1/2NW1/4

T. 11 S.. R. 27 E..
Sec. 7:

8:
17:
18:
20:

Exchange 2

T. 8 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec. 31:

32:
32:

T. 9 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec. 4:

5:

9:

9:
10:
10:

Exchange 3

T. 7 S., R. 29 E.,
Sec. 1:

2:
3:
4:
9:
10:
11:

T. 7 S., R. 30 E.,
Sec. 2:

3:
4:
5:
6:

SE1/4SE1/4 40
SW1/4SWl/4,  Sl/2SElJ4 120
NlDNElJ4,  SEll4NEll4,  Wl/2NWl/4,  S1/2 520
NE1/4NE1/4 40
N1/2NE1/4, NE1/4NW1/4 120

Approximately 7.160 ac.

NE!  /4 south of the county road
Nli2  west and south of the county road
El/2SWl/4,  W1/2SE1/4 west and south of
the county road

Lot 4, sw1/4NW1/4,  NWl/4SW1/4,
SE1/4NW1/4, SE1/4SW1/4, SE114  west
and south of the county road
Lots 1 and 2, SEl/4NEl/4  west and south
of the county road
N1/2NE1/4, SEl/4NEl44  west and south
of the county road
NEl/4NWl/4
NW1/4 south of the road
E1/2SW1/4 west and south of the county rd

Approximately

SW1/4NW1/4, NWll4SWll4,  SE1/4SW1/4,
SE114
SE1/4NE1/4, SW1/4SE1/4, ElJLSElI4
S 1/2SE1/4
S1/2SE1/4
N1/2N1/2
N1/2N1/2
N1/2N1/‘2,  Sl/?,NW1/4

N1/2NW1/4
sw1/4NE1/4,  NE1/4sw1/4
S1/2NE1/4, NW1/4
S1/2Nlf2,  Nl/2SW1/4,  NW1/4SE1/4
S1/2N1/2,  N1/2S1/2

Approximately

40
80

850 ac.

280
160

80
80

160
160  :
200 :

80
80

240
280
320

2,120 ac.
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Exchange 4

T. 14 S., R. 26 E.,
Sec. 36: w1n
(or other property of equal value, along the
South Fork of the John Day River)

Approximately

320

320 ac.

Exchange 5

Tracts to be acquired have not yet been identified, but the proponent has offered to purchase land along the North or South
Forks of the John Day River.

Appraisals for these exchanges have not yet been completed. Therefore, the amount of land traded may be different than
that shown after values are equalized.

The purpose of the exchanges are to acquire and block up lands in Grant County, particularly along the forks of the John
Day River. These lands have high public value for riparian, fisheries, wildlife, recreation and scenic quality. Acquisition of
this land would be consistent with the Bureau’s planning system after the plan is amended. The value of the lands has not
been determined; however, upon completion of the final appraisal, the acreage will be adjusted or money will be used to
equalize values. The public lands will be transferred subject to: (1) A reservation to the United States of a rights-of-way
for ditches or canals constructed by the authority of the United States, Act of Aug. 30, 1890 (43 USC 945); (2) All valid
existing rights-of-way, leases, permits or licenses in effect at the time of exchange. The mineral estate is expected to be
included in the exchange.

Interest has also been expressed in a tract of public land described as:

T. 13 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec. 26: SW 1/4sw  l/4 40

35: NWll4NWll4 40
Approximately 8 0 ac.

This land would be retained for use associated specifically with the airport and allow for expansion of airport activities. If
not used in conjunction with the airport, the tract will become available for exchange.

Exchange 6

T. 14 S., R. 26 E.,
Sec. 36: W1/2E1/2

T. 8 S., R. 30 E.,
Sec. 24 & 25 along the Middle Fork of the John Day below
the bridge at Ritter

T. 8 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec. 30 & 31 along Middle Fork of John Day below
the bridge at Ritter

T. 7 S., R. 27 E.,
Sec. 36: SE1/4SE1/4

T. 7 S., R. 28 E.,
Sec. 31: sw1/4sw1/4

T. 8 S., R. 27 E.,
Sec. 1: NEl/4NEl/4
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160

134

21

40

40
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T. 8 S., R. 28 E.,
Sec. 5:

6:
7:

Exchange 7

T. 9 S., R. 26 E.,
Sec. 20:

28:
29:

32:

sw1/4sw1/4
All
NE114

Approximately

NE1/4SW1/4, S1/2SW1/4, N1/2SE1/4,
SE1/4SE1/4
sw1/4Nw1/4,  Wl/J!SWl/4
NE1/4NE1/4, S1/2NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4,
N1/2SE1/4, SE1/4SE1/4
E1/2NE1/4

Approximately

550

985 ac.

240
120

320
80

760 ac.
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FONSI Determination
On the basis of the information contained in this Environmental Assessment and all other information available to me as

summarized above, it is my determination that none of the four alternatives constitute a major federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment (a finding of no significant action). Therefore, an environmental impact
statement is unnecessary and will not be prepared. In addition, the amendments  to the John Day Resource Management
Plan do not substantially affect other resource programs to the extent that the district would initiate an Environmental
Impact Statement.

District Manager Date
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